Service Date: December 15, 1992

IN THE MATTER OF L&B BUSING, INC
A Motor Carrier, PSC No. 8990,

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION

e 5.

)
. ) :
Complaint by the Montana Public ) DOCKET NO. T-9933
Service Commission, Concerning ). ‘
Operations Outside of the Scope of ) 'ORDER NO. 6165
Authority. : )
FINAL ORDER

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. On September 10, 1992 the Montana Public Service Com-
mission (PSC) issued a Notice of Proposed Agency Action against

L&B Busing, Inc. (L&B) . The action was to consider whether L&B

Chapter 12, Mca.

2. On October 6, 1992 r1&B filed its Response to Notice of
Proposed Agency Action. The response eéssentially agréed to all
material facts underlying the PSC's proposed action, but ques-
tioned whether gz Proper construction of L&B's certificate actual-
ly barred 1.sB from conducting the kind of operation that it dig
conduct. L&B tenderegd an acceptable fine of $150, contingent on
the PSC's final determinafion of the meaning of L&B'g certifi-
Ccate as a matter of law. oOn November 16, 1992 158 submitted ga
brief in Support of its position.
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3. L&B is a motor carrier, authorized under Intrastate
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, PSC No. 8990,
to transport passengers in charter service, Class B, between all
points and places in the state of Montana, but with expressed
limitation that "transportation is restricted to traffic origi-
natlng in and returnlng to Ravalli County, Montana,

»4. L&B S motor carrier operatlon in question occurred ln.
or about March, 1992. At that time L&B, operating solely under
its authority in PSC No. 8990, provided a charter service tar-
iffed and paid from Florence, Ravalli County, Montana, to
Helena, Lewis énd Clark County, Montana, and return. The ser-
vice was provided to a group known as the Westside Senior Citi-
zen's Bowling League, the members boarding and unboarding as fol-
lows: four members in Florence, Ravalli County, Montana; thir-
ty-three members in Missoula, Missoula County, Montanaj and six

members in Drummond, Granite County, Montana.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

5. All findings of fact which properly can be considered
as conclusions of law and should be so considered to preserve
the integrity of this order are incorporated herein.

6. The PSC has jurisdiction over L&B and this matter pur-
suant to Title 69, MCA. All procedures and proceedings have
been conducted according to law.

7. The sole question is one of law and concerns whether

the proper meaning of L&B's expressed limitation that "transpor-

s
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Ravalli County; Montana™" encompasses the above—identified March,
1992, transportation movement by I,&B. The key or determinative
word in this limitation appears to be the word "traffic."

8. L&B argues that the lanqguage inp the authority can be
construed to permit: (a) "open door" charter service chargeqd
from and to Ravalli Cbuhty; fegérdless of where pPassengers boargd

Oor unboard; (b) "open door" charter service charged from ang to

board ang unboard at that county; or (3) "closed door" charter
service charged from and to Ravalli County with a11 charter mem-

bers boarding ang unboarding only at Ravalli County. 1g&B argues

9. Ls&B references comments provided to the PSC in an ear-

ber 1, 1992, psc Docket No. T-9904, Order No. 6133) wherein
Karst Stage (Karst) commented (Auqust 4, 1992) that "so long as
the chartereg vehicle doesg originate ang terminate within the

designated territory" the integrity of the charter concept is

viduals who, for various reéasons, join or Separate from the main

part of the charter group. Karst Suggested that "traffic" ig
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the chartered equipment and the main part of the group, that a
minority of members of a chartering group be permitted a kind of
flexibility, and that L&B's restriction did not contemplate a
closed door operation in this context. »

10. The PSC is not inclined to speculate on the validity
of the points raised by Karst. Even‘if they are valid, they are
not applicable herein. In the transportation‘méVement conducted
by L&B the éignificant‘"main part" of the group -- 39 of the 43
passengers -- boarded and unboarded outside of Ravalli County.
However, informally, there does not appear to be any legal or
practical reason for the PSC to either require or prohibit, in a
case where one or two members of a chartering group of this size
would be accommodated as a courtesy or convenience or necessity,
some special arrangements in boarding or unboarding or joining
or separating from the main group.

11. ©L&B comments that "traffic" might allude to "the vehi-
cle" or other actual "means of conveyance" on the highways for
the purposes of travel, not the passengers within such. L&B
cites to Section 61-1-401, MCA (tkraffic control statute), to sup-
port this definition. L&B argues under this statute that the
word "traffic" in L&B's authority limitationbis therefore the ve-
hicle -- it is the vehicle that must originate and return to
Ravalli County. The PSC neither agrees or disagrees with L&B's
interpretation of the cited statute, but would note that there
appears to be some argument that "traffic" could also refer to

the passengers within a vehicle. However, it makes no differ-
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ence in the matter at hand as this cited statutory definition
pertaining to traffic control is not, in any reasonable identifi-
able way, applicable in the context of motor carrier'authori—
ties. |

12. 1Ls&B also comments that if jtg limitation was to apply
~ to people, the word "traffic" would have been repiaced.by ﬁpas-
seﬁgérs" and that the restriction was specifically written ndt
to ihclude that language. The PsSC disagrées. Motor carrier au-
thorities have been issueg by the PSC for well over half gz centu-
ry. During that time many different commissioners, staff mem-
bers, applicants, and intervenors have participated in drafting
the authorities that exist today. There has never been an ef-
fort on the part of these participants to make all of the lan-
guégé used in authorities absolutely unified Or universal. Nev-
ertheless, there is, and always has been, a universal overall
context governing the meaning of any particular words Oor phrases
used in pPassenger or broperty authorities. In L&B's authority,
the language "transportation is restricted to traffic originat-
ing in and returning to" could have been stateg in other ways.
It might have even been stated in better ways. However, that is
inconsequential. The language itself is neither ambiguous nor
unclear on its face, in context of motorAcarrier regulation.

13. The word "traffic" in the L&B's expresseg limitation
"transportation is restricted to traffic originating in ang re-
turning to" clearly is a shorthand means of referring back to

L&B's authorized "charter operations" or "charter services."
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The word "traffic" in L&B's authority has ﬁo other meaning than
what L&B's authority permits -- "passengers in charter ser-
vice." ©Under L&B's authority, the passengers in charter service
must origina&e (passengers boérd),and return (passengers
unboard) to Ravalli County.

14. ©L&B also comments that the public convenience and ne-
cessity requires that;its argued interpretation be the bne adopt-
~ed by the Commission.i Its éomménts on thiévpoint include that
chartering groups are not always geographically dohesive -
there could be small groups of members in several counties, for
example. Even if L&B's arguments are sound and would further
the public interest, they cannot be upheld here. There is a
proper and iawful means to obtain certificates of public conve-
nience and necessity and thereby meet such needs (application
for authority), but that proper and lawful means dées not in-
clude operations outside of existing authority or construction
of existing permits so as to permit the meeting of such néed.

15. L&B also comments that closed door charters would be
put in violation by members deciding to join or separate from
the main group at locations other than charter plans allow. L&B
states that the carrier providing the charter service would have
little control over this. The PSC determines that this is incon-
sequential to the matter at hand. However, as also stated
above, informally, there does not appear to be any legal or prac-
tical reason for the PSC to either require or prohibit, in a

case where one or two members of a chartering group would be ac-
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rating from the main group.

16. For the above reasons, being fully apprised of all
Premises, the Psc determines that in the above—identified March,
1992} transportation movement, L&B has oberated in excess of its

authority. L&B's authority does not includévany Certificate

2. IT Is HEREBY ORDERED that L&B Busing, Inc., shall pay
a fine of $150 (already paid, November 2, 1992) .,

Done and Dateg this 10th day of December, 199> by a vote of
5-0.
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BY ORDER OF THE MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Ay Do

‘OBERG, Chairman
N,

"WALLY"

BOB ANDERSON, Commissioner

MERCER, Vice Chairman

—

J B. DRISCOLL, Commissioner

”722;;? C?,jk77d9¢x/“

TEP C. MACY, Commissigher

o

ATTEBT Z; »,\'

Kathlene M. Anderson
Commission Secretary

(SEAL)

NOTE: Any interested party may request that the Commission
reconsider this decision. A motion to reconsider must

be filed within ten (10) days. See ARM 38.2.4806.



